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Abstract 
Building perfect university is certainly a difficult and lengthy process which must participate jointly and responsibly all members 
of the university on: university’s executive, teachers, research, administrative and support staff, as well as students. Perfect 
university is characterized by many attributes, both quantitative and qualitative. The purpose of paper is focus attention on trust 
and reliability that can be assigned to qualitative attributes. The methodological part contains the results of a questionnaire survey 
conducted on a sample of 150 students of University of Zilina. The students were asked to identify the importance of certain 
attributes of the perfect university. From the viewpoint of attribute the trust, we investigated the importance that students 
assigned to the following two characteristics: 1) early implementation of the promises made by the university; 2. behavior of 
teachers and staff that inspires trust of the students. In the light of attribute the reliability, we examined the importance of these 
two characteristics: 1) having the well-educated teachers, capable of answering to the students’ questions; 2) interest and support 
of teachers and staff in solving students’ problems. On the basis of statistical processing of the results and other methods 
(analysis, synthesis, induction, deduction, generalization, comparison, etc.), the creative part of the paper contains some 
recommendations that could executives of universities use in their quest to become the perfect university.  
© 2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
Peer-review under responsibility of Academic World Research and Education Center. 
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1. Introduction 
The aim of the personnel policies of all organizations is to employ skilled and educated employees at a high 
professional level, with the growing and developing their skills, deepening professional knowledge and skills, and 
competencies support (Stellner & Vaničkova, 2014). Educating, training and developing all potential of people 
become the necessary attribute of modern society, and education should continue to be “a program for forming 
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a human through spiritual work on himself or herself and in the world,” (Liessmann, 2008, p. 42). It means the 
educational system of each country should be created and structured meaningfully. The peak of this system should 
be represented by high quality, the best performing universities. In this sense, university represents the base and 
opportunity for free research, spreading ideas and knowledge (Blaskova et al., 2014, p. 466). Universities exist to 
create and share knowledge (Serban & Luan, 2002), and sharing process involves interaction and also sharing 
beliefs (Vilcea, 2014, p. 151).  
A number of university mission statements focus on one or all the following: regional development, encouraging 
widening participation, engagement of business and employers, and excellence in teaching and learning (Barlow, 
Acroyd, & Phillips, 2011, p. 44). From this viewpoint, the universities have a crucial role to play in optimizing the 
way society is managed, in attaining the objective of ensuring major improvements in people’s lives (Vazquez, Aza 
& Lanero, 2014, p. 118). It means, imposing the responsibility on universities for the economic progress and the 
innovativeness of a state caused a growing pressure of an increase of the effectiveness and an improvement of the 
quality of the activities pursued by universities (Jakubowska & Rosa, 2014, p. 51).  
Universities should be able to push the boundaries of knowledge still ahead, put new and increasingly demanding 
challenges towards mankind and achieve tees of true wisdom, supported by cohesion, truth, honesty, high 
responsibility, ethics, and moreover, the highest attractiveness in the eyes of students, employers, and society. This 
means the universities should develop themselves purposefully and systematically and strive to make them the 
perfect universities.  
The high quality of higher education is expected to be able to make the quality of a nation can compete with other 
world-class university (Yuliana et al., 2015). The Europe 2020 strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth 
adopted in June 2010 is the great opportunity for universities in Europe. This one set the specific objectives of 
improving education levels, in particular by increasing the share of young people having successfully completed 
tertiary or equivalent education to at least 40% by 2020 (Council of the European Union, 2011). Many students will 
be involved into the higher education, and they will carefully select a particular university which they want/will 
study in. Therefore, in its intention to make the perfect university, the executives of any universities might be 
inspired by many incentives and motives. Credible rankings of Top European or World universities (e.g. University 
Web Rankings, 2015) can be assigned to the most crucial motives or inspirations. And, when trying to be better and 
move towards the successful universities, an adoption of the best practices – of highly evaluated universities – might 
be considered as an appropriate method of a continuous self-improvement of each university. 
A challenge facing many universities over the next decade will be to introduce radical changes in pedagogy of 
education so as to meet the challenges out lined above by transforming themselves: from hierarchical organizations 
to participatory ones, from disciplinary to interdisciplinary teaching and research, from immediate needs to short 
and long-term sustainability, and from reactive to pro-active organizations (Parr & Van Horn, 2006). In addition, 
further challenge or even a change is also necessary: the educators/teachers have to change their role understanding 
and achieving. “Use of the term ‘teacher’ or ‘tutor’ implies the former, while the use of the term ‘adviser’ indicates 
the succeeding role,” (Murray & Glass, 2011, p. 33). It means the teachers should become the partners of their 
students, always willing to help students in their intellect and personality growth.  
According Nelson (in Goral, 2014), who is valued expert in the field of building perfect university, when creating 
a new kind of university, it would combine a redefined student body, a reinvented curriculum, rigorous academic 
standards, cutting-edge technology and an immersive global experience. Further ideas of Nelson are also interesting: 
“We are trying to educate people who we would be excited to see in positions of leadership and influence in the 
world. … Students should learn in lecture halls and classrooms. Core curriculum won’t force students to read the 
great works of literature. Instead, students will learn modern skills, such as advanced stats, behavioral economics, 
computer science, and more,” (Nelson, in Farr, 2014). 
In connection with the rational preferring of students’ return into the lecture halls, the need arises to mention the 
phenomenon called as ‘MOOC’ (Massive Open Online Courses). This term describes the programs most of the best 
universities have made available on line. It is a relatively new trend that is interesting (from the point of view of 
saving costs of universities as well as students) but this one is contra-verse and dangerous potentially (from the point 
of view of building perfect university). “Recruiters appear to keep a close eye on this new form of higher education 
and feel quite certain it will have a great impact on the economic model of universities since it is bound to reduce a 
university’s financial burden,” (CRA, 2013). Additionally, in this situation, one-to-one academic support, provided 
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by a professional team of learning developers, is an essential supplement to online resources and generic workshops 
for some students (Turner, 2011, p. 92). So, we can emphasize that the true pedagogues, who teach with love and 
insert a deep educational and personal message for the students into their teaching (that helped shape not only 
students’ knowledge base potential but also their personal competencies), are opposed uncompromisingly to mass 
online courses in the university education. The teacher should be in close contact with the student and face-to-face 
instill him/her the basis of wisdom. 
As appears from previous ideas, an aim of paper consists in examining the attributes helpful in building perfect 
university. Paper underlines the importance of improving skills of teachers, extension of educational portfolio, 
improving learning conditions, and modernizing teaching literature (textbooks, scientific monographs, and 
guidelines), etc. In particular, it focuses attention on building and utilizing trust and reliability as key attributes 
capable to gradate the quality of relationships and the results achieved by teachers and students together, in their 
close, mutual and intentional cooperation. These two attributes, that support the building perfect university, have 
been chosen for the key under the inspiration derived from questionnaire survey conducted in 2014 on a sample of 
150 students of University of Zilina. On the base of included analysis, synthesis, generalization, induction, 
deduction, etc., the paper conclusions emphasize that trust and reliability can be seen as the interrelated elements 
and they have strong potential for the positive growth. 
2. Trust and reliability as key factors of the building perfect university 
Within organizations (universities), trust is crucial in all types and directions of relationships (Judeh, 2012). Trust 
is a psychological state comprising the intent to accept vulnerably based on positive expectations of the behavior or 
another (Rousseau et al., 1998), regardless of his/her ability to control the others (McKnight et al., 2002). Trust (as 
the dependent variable) is seen as a rational or, at least, reasonable choice based on the trustor’s perception of the 
trustee’s trustworthiness (as the independent variable), (Möllering, 2006). It is the general belief of the individual on 
integrity and cooperative intentions of the others (Yamagishi, 1988) – the reciprocal trust emerges only in a social 
context (Fukuyama, 1995). 
So, the trust is a dynamic phenomenon, stemming in the mind and soul of the individual, and affecting the 
understanding of all social and value elements and acts of other individuals or groups. It is affected by many types 
of factors and elements, e.g. material, time, spatial, and especially, relational, intelligential, emotional, 
commemorational, experiential, cognitional, etc. 
From the viewpoint of utilizing trust in building perfect university, a wide range of factors such as the curriculum 
itself, pedagogical styles, assessment procedures, financial circumstances, employment and/or career/domestic 
responsibilities may all enhance or inhibit student retention and success (Chapman, 2011). It may be difficult for 
particular students to maintain their motivation throughout the entire course of their studies … One reason 
commonly linked to motivational burnout is stress (Ractham & Thompson, 2015).  
We believe the trust may be understood as very helpful in such situations. Namely in a case of hard study courses 
(such as mathematics, algebra, statistics, informatics, etc.), a systematic cooperation and teacher’s supporting and 
helping students through weekly voluntary (open) discussion could be inspirational. Experience from e.g. Brunel 
University confirms positive impact of the ‘weekly workshops’ or ‘Maths Cafe’ especially in teaching mathematics: 
“Only 13% of students stated initially that they were either very confident or confident. By the end of the 
workshops, 78% of students felt they were very confident or confident with the skills that were covered,” (Gill & 
Grenhow, 2011, p. 133). 
Reliability, as the second attribute focused in this paper, (from the viewpoint of statistics) is the degree to which 
an assessment tool produces stable and consistent results (Phelan & Wren, 2006). From the viewpoint of 
psychological research, the term reliability refers to the consistency of a research study or measuring test (McLeod, 
2013), or measurement procedure, and indices of reliability describe the extent to which the scores produced by the 
measurement procedure are reproducible (Reis & Judd, 2000). Additionally, the definition of reliability according 
ISO is also important: “Reliability is the ability of an item to perform a required function, under given 
environmental and operational conditions and for a stated period of time,” (ISO 8402). 
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But we can consider reliability not only as the tool of searching and assessing study, test results, or operational 
conditions in productive company. Reliability could be viewed also as the characteristics, attribute, or feature of 
a social system, in this case, the system of university. It means we can consider also the reliability of the pedagogues 
(teachers who disseminate and share the true and useful information and knowledge), the research staff (researchers 
who perform the needed and inspirational research and development), the administrative staff (university staff and 
clerks who do their work always in time and with excellent quality and result for students, teachers, researchers, 
etc.), the senior employees (rector, vice-rectors, deans, vice-deans, heads of departments, etc. who decide always 
correctly and keep ethics and wisdom oriented to the effective future of all university members and partners: 
teachers, students, parents, etc.). 
It is important to point out that trust creates the basis for reliability and vice-versa, reliability creates the basis 
for trust. We can support our statement by citing the opinion of Cambridge authors Soanes & Stevenson: “Trust is 
firm belief in the reliability, truth, or ability of someone or something (2003, p. 1893); reliable means consistently 
good in quality or performance; able to be trusted (2003, p. 1487). It means our statement of relationship between 
trust and reliability may be valid, on the side of pedagogic and administrative staff as well as the side of students: 
x Pedagogues and staff have to be always willing and ready for all students’ answers or demands that are 
relevant. But this teachers’ reliability is based on belief the students are able and willing to study zealously 
and develop seriously their potential. In these connections, “An important tool for improve the quality of 
university teacher’s work and education process can be considered a feedback. Its efficiency will enable 
teacher to identify weak points in his work and achieve ideas from the others (students, colleagues, leaders...) 
and then take appropriate measures which will lead to higher levels of achievement,” (Lendel & Varmus, 
2013). 
x Students have to be always willing and able to fulfil all demands, tasks and goals set through their pedagogues 
and/or university educational system. But such students’ reliability has to be built on belief and conviction the 
pedagogues and university staff are able and willing to do their work (to teach) seriously and zealously and 
help students in their potential development. And (similarly as in case of the teachers), feedback would be 
also an inspirational tool for students in achieving their academic results and metes. 
Knowledge flows from ideas mentioned above that trust and reliability are mutually dependent elements in 
academic conditions and have to be maintained sustainably and by all available means. From this viewpoint, 
“Learning development should not be a department in isolation designed to ‘fix’ ailing students, but should be 
embodied in practice that puts the students at the center of the work. … Students would work with teachers and with 
and for each other, and thus become part of academic community of practice,” (Sinfield et al., 2011, pp. 53, 61). 
3. Method 
In order to obtain real opinions of the students on desirable profile/image of the perfect university, we carried out 
a quantitative sociological survey, with the using a questionnaire technique. This survey was performed at the 
University of Zilina, Slovak Republic, from November to December 2014. 
3.1. Survey characteristics and participants 
Survey was realized with using questionnaire form worked out by Prof. Robert Ulewicz (Ulewicz, 2014). This 
one consisted of 40 expressions and the task of students was to evaluate the measure of agreement with presented 
expressions on the scale 1 – 7 (1 = the lowest measure of agreement; 7 = the higher measure of agreement). 
Particular expressions dealt with a lot of aspect and attributes of the perfect university, e.g. technical equipment in 
lecture halls and classrooms, information availableness; quality of services connected with education administration; 
teachers’ manners, professionalism, individualistic approach to the students, trustworthiness, reliability, etc. In 
following parts, we will focus just on trust and reliability because of our belief that these attributes are 
extraordinarily important, even crucial when building perfect university. 
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150 students of Faculty of Management Science and Informatics of University of Zilina have participated in the 
survey. Of this number, there were 112 students of Bachelor study (Bachelors) and 38 students of Master study 
(Masters). The sample and further characteristics of the respondents are listed in Table 1. 
 
Table 1. Identification of questionnaire survey participants  
Participants   [Number (% of all)] 
150 (100%) 
Study program: Informatics 
100 (66.67%) 






Level of study: Bachelor 
112 (74.67%) 
Level of study: Master 
38 (25.33%) 
          First year 
          5 (3.33%) 
      Second year 
     59 (39.33%) 
Third year 
48 (32.00%) 
              First year 
              10 (6.67%) 
Second year 
28 (18.67%) 
3.2. Results and discussion 
Firstly, we were interested in the importance that students attributed to the timely fulfillment of promises made 
by the university. The results in Table 2 show that this attribute has great importance for students – arithmetic mean 
of the responses is 6.35 (at the scale 1 – 7; 6.33 for male and 6.40 for female). The difference between the Bachelor 
students and students of Master study was minimal: 6.32 in the situation of Bachelors and 6.42 in the situation of 
Masters. In all cases, the lower quartile reached the value 6; it means that at least 75% of students attach the 
seriousness of 6 or 7 points to this criterion. The strong importance of this criterion in terms of students is also 
evidenced by a fact that a value of less than 5 was marked only by 4.67% of students (6.25% of Bachelors and even 
0.00% of Masters!). On the other hand, this means that 93.75% of Bachelors and 100% of Masters have assigned the 
value of 5, 6 or 7 to this criterion. Value of at least 6 points was assigned by 86.67% of the students. As we can see, 
major differences were between Bachelors and Masters – with age (depending on the higher age) have increased the 
importance of this criterion.  
However, the experience with the real compliance with the criteria at University were slightly worse (another 
question of our survey); value of at least of 5 points was expressed by 78.67% of students (77.27% of male and 
82.50% of female, respectively 81.25% of Bachelors and 71.05% of Masters); the values of 6 or 7 points were 
expressed by 50.00% of students (51.82% of male and 45.00% of female, respectively 55.36% of Bachelors and 
34.21% of Masters); the highest value of 7 points was expressed only by 14.67% of students (14.55% of male and 
15.00% of female, respectively 16.70% of Bachelors and 10.53% of Masters). The arithmetic mean of the responses 
was 5.33 (5.35 in a situation of male and 5.30 of female, respectively 5.47 in situation of Bachelors and 4.92 of 
Masters.). The median of responses was 5.50 (6.00 for male and 5.00 for female, respectively 6.00 for Bachelors and 
5.00 for Masters). 
 
Table 2. Respondents’ expressions on early keeping promises 
 All students Male Female Bachelors Masters 
 150 [100.00%] 110 [100.00%] 40 [100.00%] 112 [100.00%] 38 [100.00%] 
Value = 4     7  [4.67%]     7  [4.67%]    7  [6.25%]   
Value = 5    13  [8.67%]    13  [8.67%]  5 [12.50%]  8  [7.14%]  5 [13.16%] 
Value = 6    47 [31.33%]    47 [31.33%] 14 [35.00%] 35 [31.25%] 12 [31.58%] 
Value = 7     83 [55.33%]    83 [55.33%] 21 [52.50%] 62 [55.36%] 21 [55.26%] 
Value  6 130 [86.67%]  95 [ 86.36%] 35 [ 87.50%]  97 [86.61%] 33  [86.84%] 
Value  5 143 [95.33%] 103 [ 93.64%] 40 [100.00%] 105 [93.75%] 38 [100.00%] 
Mean 6.35 6.33 6.40 6.32 6.42 
Upper 
quartile 
7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 
Median 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 
Lower 
quartile 
6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 
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The students credited great importance to the investigation of further expression also: “The behavior of teachers 
inspires the trust” (Table 3). Again, more emphasis on this attribute put female than male, and also Masters than 
Bachelors (i.e. older students). This criterion reached the high arithmetic mean too: 6.23. The medians and lower 
quartiles were in all cases 6.00 (excluding the median in situation of Masters which was 7.00). Up to 94.67% of the 
students have assigned at least 5 points to this criterion, and it was up 100.00% of female and 97.37% of Masters. 
From the practice viewpoint, from the viewpoint of real application of this criteria at the University (another 
question of questioning), it is slightly worse than the previous attribute. Value of at least 5 was expressed by 56.67% 
of the students (58.18% of male and 52.50% of female, resp. 60.71% of Bachelors and 44.74% of Masters); the 
values 6 or 7 were expressed by 24.00% of students (20.91% of male and 32.50% of female, respectively 26.79% of 
Bachelors and 15.79% of Masters); only 4.67% of students expressed the highest value of 7 (5.45% of male and 
2.50% of female, respectively 26.79% Bachelors and 0.00% of Masters). The arithmetic mean of the responses was 
4.54 (4.57 for male and 4.45 for female, respectively 4.67 for Bachelors and 4.16 for Masters). Median of the 
responses in all groups reached value of 5.00, only in the situation of Masters reached 4.00. 
 
Table 3. Respondents’ expressions on trust aspect of teachers’ behavior 
 All students Male Female Bachelors Masters 
 150 [100.00%] 110 [100.00%] 40 [100.00%] 112 [100.00%] 38 [100.00%] 
Value = 4 8 [5.33%] 8 [7.27%]   7 [6.25%] 1 [2.63%] 
Value = 5 17 [11.33%] 14 [12.73%]  3 [7.50%]  11  [9.82%]  6 [15.79%] 
Value = 6 54 [36.00%] 36 [32.73%] 18 [45.00%] 43 [38.39%] 11 [28.95%] 
Value = 7  71 [47.33%] 52 [47.27%] 19 [47.50%] 51 [45.54%] 20 [52.63%] 
Value  6 125 [83.33%]  88 [80.00%] 37 [92.50%]   94 [83.93%] 31 [81.58%] 
Value  5 142 [94.67%] 102 [92.73%] 40 [100.00%] 105 [93.75%] 37 [97.37%] 
Mean 6.23 6.17 6.40 6.21 6.32 
Upper 
quartile 
7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 
Median 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 7.00 
Lower 
quartile 
6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 
 
Students also reported significant importance in the statement: “Having well-educated teachers, able to answer 
questions of students” (Table 4). Again, more emphasis on this attribute was put by female students than male 
students and also by Masters than Bachelors, although the importance of at least of 5 and also at least of 6 points to 
this criterion were assigned by higher number of male than female students. Up to 98.00% of the students have 
assigned the importance of at least of 5 points and 86.00% of the students have assigned the importance of at least of 
6. The arithmetic mean of the responses was 6.38. Medians were in all cases 7.00 and lower quartiles were 6.00. 
Compliance with this criterion at the University (another question questioning) is much better than the previous 
criteria. 83.33% of students (81.82% of male and 87.50% of female, respectively 85.71% of Bachelors and 76.32% 
of Masters) have marked value of at least of 5; the values of 6 or 7 have been expressed by more than half of the 
students – 56.67% (54.55% of male and 62.50% of female, respectively 58.93% of Bachelors and 50.00% of 
Masters); the highest value of 7 has been expressed by 12.00% of the students (12.73% of male and 10.00% of 
female, respectively 14.29% of  Bachelors and 26.5% of Masters). Arithmetic mean of the responses was 5.47 (5.43 
for male and 5.58 for female, respectively 5.55 for Bachelors and 5.21 for Masters). Median of the responses in all 
groups was 6.00 and 5.50 in the group of Masters; lower quartile was 5.00 in all cases. 
 
Table 4. Respondents’ expressions on having the well-educated teachers, capable of answering students’ questions 
 All students Male Female Bachelors Masters 
 150 [100.00%] 110 [100.00%] 40 [100.00%] 112 [100.00
%] 
38 [100.00%] 
Value = 4 3 [2.00%] 2 [1.82%] 1 [2.50%] 3 [2.68%]   
Value = 5 18 [12.00%] 14 [12.73%]  4 [10.00%] 16 [14.29%]  2  [5.26%] 
Value = 6 46 [30.67%] 34 [30.91%] 12 [30.00%] 33 [29.46%] 13 [34.21%] 
Value = 7  83 [55.33%] 60 [54.55%] 23 [57.50%] 60 [53.57%] 23 [60.53%] 
Value  6 129 [86.00%]  94 [85.45%] 35 [87.50%]  93 [83.04%] 36  [94.74%] 
Value  5 147 [98.00%] 108 [98.18%] 39 [97.50%] 109 [97.32%] 38 [100.00%] 
Mean 6.38 6.36 6.43 6.32 6.55 
Upper quartile 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 
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Median 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 
Lower 
quartile 
6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 
Also, the last theorem: “Sincere interest and support of teachers and staff in solving students’ problems“, 
gained great importance in students (Table 5). This criterion was assigned by a bit more weight from the side of 
male than female and Bachelors than Masters. But, on the other hand, situation in a field of real application of this 
criterion at the University is a few worse again. Value of at least of 5 points was expressed by 50.67% of the 
students (50.91% of male and 50.00% of female, respectively 54.46% of Bachelors and 39.47% of Masters); the 
values of 6 or 7 were marked by 27.33% of students (27.27% of male and 27.50% of female, respectively 33.04% of 
Bachelors and 10.53% of Masters). The highest value 7 was expressed only by 4.67% of students (4.55% of male 
students and 5.00% of female students, respectively 25.6% of the students of Bachelors study and 0.00% of the 
students of Master study program).  
 
Table 5. Respondents’ expressions on teachers’and staff’s interest in solving problems of students 
 All students Male Female Bachelors Masters 
 150 [100.00%] 110 [100.00%] 40 [100.00%] 112 [100.00%] 38 [100.00%
] 
Value = 4 13 [8.67%] 12 [10.91%] 1 [2.50%] 11 [9.82%] 2 [5.26%] 
Value = 5 20  [13.33%] 12 [10.91%]  8 [20.00%] 12 [10.71%]  8 [21.05%] 
Value = 6 43  [28.67%] 29 [26.36%] 14 [35.00%] 33 [29.46%] 10 [26.32%] 
Value = 7  74  [49.33%]  57  [51.82%] 17 [42.50%] 56 [50.00%] 18 [47.37%] 
Value  6 117 [78.00%] 86 [78.18%] 31 [77.50%]  89 [79.46%] 28 [73.68%] 
Value  5 137 [91.33%] 98 [89.09%] 39 [97.50%] 101 [90.18%] 36 [94.74%] 
Mean 6.16 6.15 6.18 6.17 6.13 
Upper 
quartile 
7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 
Median 6.00 7.00 6.00 6.50 6.00 
Lower 
quartile 
6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 5.00 
 
Our results underline the satisfaction with the real situation in the field of trust and reliability is lower than the 
importance put on these attributes through the students. This knowledge would be understood like the argued 
inspiration, even the need for improvement in building perfect university. 
As flows from the similar survey realized on the sample of 218 university students in Jordan, students who have 
higher level of optimism, life satisfaction, and perceived social support from family, are more likely to have higher 
level if intrinsic motivation for academic accomplishment (Hamdan-Mansour et al., 2014, p. 34). But motivation of 
students should include, in particular, their basic needs (Kampf, Hitka & Potkany, 2006, p. 98).  
On the other hand, motivation of teachers is important too – both students’ motivation and teachers’ motivation 
create firm foundations for achievement of mutual trust and reliability at the university. 
It confirms our presumption the trust and positive relational atmosphere (reliability in relationship from the side 
of university teachers and staff) play an important role for the students, and can help in building perfect university – 
excellent students and teachers create the foundation of excellent (perfect) university. 
4. Conclusion 
The openness generated by globalization leads to new and essential transformations regarding the place and the 
role of universities in forming specialties requested by the need of society, where the economical ones become a 
priority (Bardasuc, Muntean & Cosma, 2014, p. 29). From this viewpoint, people (students) invest in developing and 
improving their skills in a way that they devote cash and time on their education. They want to increase their earning 
potential in this way, i.e. the sum of congenital and acquired skills and knowledge (Dubovec & Stanikova, 2006, p. 
38). It is logical that students, in the selection of the university which they want to study at, certainly make decisions 
based on several reasons. However, the key are both the emotional elements (trust, image of the university), and 
rational elements (financial, career). 
As is apparent from the body of paper, building perfect university is a complex, multi-layered, multi-segment and 
certainly multidisciplinary process. To master such a difficult process in the deepening relational and value crisis in 
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society really requires the involvement of all forces, opportunities and support from a number of participants. 
Probably also this complexity and difficulty is the reason why only 7 Slavonic universities were placed in the 
ranking of Top 100 Universities and Colleges in Europe: University in Ljubljana – Slovenia (20th position), 
Moscow State University – Russia (27), Charles University in Prague – Czech Republic (49), Czech Technical 
University – Czech Republic (67), University in Maribor – Slovenia (72), Masaryk University in Brno – Czech 
Republic (81), and University in Warsaw – Poland (100), (University Web Rankings, 2015). However, the potential 
of European higher education institutions to fulfil their role in society and contribute to Europe’s prosperity remains 
underexploited: Europe is lagging behind in the global competition for knowledge and talent, while emerging 
economies are rapidly increasing their investment in higher education (Council of the European Union, 2011). 
In the light of building perfect university, crucial attention should be paid to the successfully mastered 
educational methods and techniques. These ones have to correspond with a current mental, absorbent and 
motivational capability of the students. As flows from many authors’ experience in the area of efficient educational 
methods, a ‘problem based learning’ (PBL) is recommend in last two decades (e.g. Hoidn & Kärkkäinen, 2014; 
Schwartz, Webb & Mennin, 2001; Bransford, Brown & Cocking, 2000, etc.). In PBL, learning is based on the 
transfer of knowledge from teacher to student and the active involvement of students in their own learning process. 
Focusing on the issues and discussion group stimulates students to acquire relevant knowledge and skills by actively 
and independently, the accent is centered on individual motivation (Gibbs & Jenkins, 1992). It is important that 
university who teaches in PBL approach has the appropriate skills as well as opportunities for professional 
development for the teachers (Fukami, 2007). Teachers must be perceived as creative and precise beings – they 
bring into their work much more than other organisation (university) resources, both their talents and limitations 
requiring creative utilization of their predispositions (Bober, 2013, p. 133). On the other hand, what is very 
important, an approach through innovative learning methods will provide more values in building the character of 
the students in the professional world collaborate in various fields of expertise (Yuliana et al., 2015). 
In addition, strong argument in favor of modern methods and techniques is that the students were more open 
towards academic curricular and extracurricular activities have been engaged in various actions being teachers more 
confidence in them and open in the presence of their teachers (Lile & Kelemen, 2014, p. 124). 
When building perfect university, we can recommend comparing and connecting purposefully the strengths, 
motivation, and wisdom of university teachers and students of various universities mutually. It is very important and 
even inevitable. Similarly as utilization of benchmarking as well as bench-learning is appropriate in business sphere, 
these active collaborative methods may be creatively included into the higher education. For example, ”Developing 
a vibrant and flexible integrated modular education system allows the exchange of students among schools offering 
differing specializations,” (Kumar & Kumar, 2013, p. 93). 
With a certain level of tolerance, this type of mutual educational, motivational and process help and cooperation 
in the field of precising higher education we can call as ‘cluster bench-educating’ and ‘cluster bench-motivating’. 
Essence of these new terms could consists in trying to not only compare own educational and motivational system 
with educational and motivational systems of other well-known and/or successful universities (in international or at 
least national conditions). It could also consist in following content namely: 
x Sharing voluntarily; 
x Developing commonly;  
x Improving permanently; and 
x Utilizing systematically  
advanced and sophisticated educational methods and techniques as well as motivational (incentive) programs and 
measurement, supported by each clustered university, and offered/applied towards all of senior, research and 
administrative staff, and especially towards the educators and the students. The reason of this recommendation lies 
on an idea that the building something into the new and perfect quality has to be based both on the precise work of 
all participants (perfect educating and developing from the side of educators + perfect learning from the side of 
students) and high motivation of all participants (strong motivation on the side of educators + strong motivation on 
the side of students). And, the strong motivation is based and supported by the built trust and unwavering reliability. 
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